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Abstract 
It’s easy to lose sight of what really drives project performance in large, complex project environments. While 
technical skill sets, management tools and effective work processes are absolutely critical, the quality of the work 
environment and the leadership style that fosters commitment and collaboration are equally important. This is one of 
the lessons learned from field research of 120 culturally diverse and globally dispersed project teams. The study 
explores the specific barriers, drivers, critical success factors, and the organizational conditions most conducive to 
high team performance in complex, multinational and technology-intensive project environments. The results provide 
insight into the dynamics and the specific project management skill sets needed to foster a culture of collaboration 
and commitment across intricate organizational boundaries connecting support functions, suppliers, customers and 
partners. 
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1. Introduction  
There is little argument, commitment is critical to project success in today’s complex business 
environment. However, it is also difficult to obtain and to sustain because it deals with many issues 
outside the framework of traditional managerial control. This is especially true for multinational 
endeavors which typically require the integration of large sets of activities and sub-systems across 
geographically dispersed areas and countries, involving many stakeholders such as contractors, 
customers, government agencies and globally distributed work groups with different cultures, enterprise 
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systems and leadership personnel. All of this creates a project environment of limited managerial power 
for executing projects in terms of conventional authority, command and control.  
This makes cross-functional collaboration and commitment essential and critical to project success, but 
also difficult to obtain and often underestimated regarding its challenges. In fact, field studies show that 
only one in eight managers feels confident of building and sustaining commitment among the members of 
the project community. Many of these managers lament that not enough guidelines, perspectives, tools 
and techniques are available to them for helping to deal with the complex issues of commitment. Yet, 
collaboration and commitment are not new ideas. They have been used effectively for thousands of years 
by emperors, religious leaders, architects and merchants to create and unify stakeholder communities 
across geographic borders and cultures. Already 2,500 years ago, the great Chinese military strategist Sun 
Tzu utilized collaboration as a powerful tool for “unifying objectives across distance, technology, …and 
building committed alliances" (The Art of War, Hanzhang, 1998). Therefore it is not surprising that in 
today’s multinational and technologically complex business environment, both collaboration and 
commitment are being recognized as essential management tools for transforming multifunctional groups 
of individuals into integrated, collaborative project teams (Anconda & Bresman; 2007; Hackman, 2002; 
Kruglianskas & Thamhain, 2000). This strong interest prompted much research into the issues of 
commitment, leading to a substantial body of knowledge in the broader area of project teamwork and 
team leadership. Scholars, such as Armstrong (2000), Barkema et al. (2002), Dillon, (2001), Hackman 
(2002), Hilton (2008), Kearney et al. (2009), Sawhney (2002), Shim & Lee (2001), Sidle (2009), 
Thamhain & Wilemon (1999) have studied project teams extensively, root-causing their successes and 
failures, and identifying organizational conditions for effective teamwork, including the critical role of 
collaboration and commitment (Ancona et al., 2007; Flaming, 2006; Hackman, 2002, 2006; Kruglianskas 
& Thamhain, 2000). 
1.1. The missing link 
Yet, in spite of the extensive literature on the challenges of commitment (Schmidt & Calantone, 2002; 
Benkoff, 1997; Gregersen, 1993; Hausknecht et al., 2008; Keil et al., 2000), and an established 
theoretical framework (Siders et al., 2001; Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001), not much has been published on 
the multi-dimensional issues of gaining and sustaining commitment from multi-functional teams in 
complex project environments which is the focus of this paper.  
The missing link is the influence of leadership style, work environment and project characteristics on 
the strength of commitment and its impact on project performance, an area that is being investigated in 
this study with focus on two research questions: 
RQ1: What conditions in multinational project environment are conducive to gaining and sustaining team 
commitment? 
RQ2: How does project leadership style influence commitment and project performance in multinational 
projects? 
2. Objective, Significance and Method 
The objective of this paper is to investigate project teams, their environments and leadership, focusing 
on the ability to gain and sustain commitment. As part of this exploratory field study, the paper identifies 
and discusses the barriers, drivers and leadership style critical to sustaining high team commitment and 
project performance. The findings are integrated into a set of recommendations for effectively managing 
project teams toward strong sustained commitment levels and high project performance. The significance 
of this study is in the area of project management effectiveness. The findings provide team leaders with an 
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insight into the commitment process, and the factors that influence the behavior and performance of the 
project team toward the project plan and its objectives. 
Scope. This paper presents the initial results of a four-year field study into the management practices 
and business processes of multi-national product and service developments. Because of the 
multidimensional mosaic of variables that define project performance and success, simple models are less 
likely to produce significant results, but one has to look beyond the obvious aspects of established theory 
and management practice. For this empirical study, I have chosen to focus on four interrelated sets of 
variables: (i) project, (ii) team, (iii) team leader and (iv) organizational process and environment, which 
were suggested by other researchers previously as major influences to project success (Anconda & 
Bresman, 2007; Hackman, 2002; Thamhain, 2008).  
Research Design. An exploratory field research format was chosen for this empirical investigation 
because of the complexities and the absence of specific theories or constructs in this area of study. The 
format involves a combination of questionnaires and two qualitative methods: participant observation 
and in-depth retrospective interviewing. Specifically, data were captured between 2007 and 2011 from 35 
product development teams and their management, part of large multi-national corporations 
headquartered in the U.S., Brazil or Europe (EU), respectively. For each of these organizations, the 
research was conducted in three stages. In the first stage, interviews with project leaders and project team 
personnel, together with hands-on participant observations, helped to (1) understand the specific nature 
and challenges of the project work undertaken, (2) gain insight into the multinational nature and strategic 
linkages of their projects with the enterprise, (3) prepare for the design of the questionnaire and its proper 
introduction, and (4) design follow-up interviews. During the second stage, data were collected as part of 
a management consulting or training assignment, using questionnaires, observations, and expert panels. 
The third stage relied mostly on in-depth retrospective interviewing, providing perspective and additional 
information for clarifying and leveraging the data captured in stage one and two. As part of the action 
research, the data collection included other relevant source material, such as project progress reports, 
company reports, design review memos, committee action reports, financial statements and information 
from the public media. These sources were especially helpful in designing questionnaires, interviews and 
validating observations. The purpose of this combined data collection method was to leverage the 
information-gathering process for identifying the drivers and barriers to innovative team performance, 
and for gaining insight into its management process. This combined method is particularly useful for new 
and exploratory investigations, such as the study reported here, which is considerably outside the 
framework of established theories and constructs (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Eisenhardt, 1989).  
The questionnaire was designed to measure the (1) characteristics of the work environment, (2) 
leadership style, (3) level of commitment and (3) project performance. To minimize potential biases that 
might result from the use of social science jargon, specific statements were developed to describe each of 
the variables of the work environment and team-performance, such as shown in the correlation tables. 
Because of its highly perceptual nature and reference points (cf Table 1), special attention must be given 
to the measurement of project and team performance 
The format and process of the specific questionnaires and in-depth semi-structured interviews used in 
this study, was developed and tested in previous field studies of R&D management, similar in context to 
the current investigation (Kruglianskas & Thamhain, 2000; Thamhain, 2002, 2003, 2007, 2009b). 
Data. The unit of analysis used in this study is the project. The field study, conducted between 2007 
and 2011, yielded data from 35 project teams with a total sample population of 535 professionals such as 
engineers, scientists, and technicians, plus their managers, including 10 supervisors, 26 project team 
leaders, 9 product managers, 6 directors of R&D, 5 directors of marketing, and 8 general management 
executives at the vice presidential level. Together, the data covered over 35 projects in 17 multi-national 
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companies (FORTUNE-1000 category), engaged in high-technology product/service developments, such 
as information system, computer and pharmaceutical products, and financial services. Project budgets 
averaged $1.4M.  
 
Table 1. Drivers toward commitment 
Pr
im
ar
y 
D
ri
ve
rs
 T
ow
ar
d 
C
om
m
itm
en
t 
Leader creates a team environment… 
 High on personal 
 Trust 
 Respect 
 Competence 
 Credibility 
 Charisma 
 Empathy 
 Benefits 
 High on project 
 Accomplishments 
 Recognition of accomplishments 
 Visibility 
 Priority 
 Success Image 
 Mgmt Involvement 
 Low on  
 Project Risk 
 Personal Anxiety 
 Organizational & personal conflict 
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Project environment high on images of… 
Accomplishments 
Autonomy & freedom, flexibility 
Clear project goals & plans 
Clear project objectives & directions 
Conflict resolution 
Contingency planning & handling 
Continuous improvement of work process 
Cross-functional interfaces 
Effective communication channels 
Fair, equitable performance measures 
Good team spirit & morale 
Good work environment 
Help/support to problem solving 
Job security 
Knowledge, skills, skill development 
Personal/team pride & ownership 
Professional advancement 
Professionally stimulating, interesting, challenging work  
Recognition 
Rewards & satisfaction of needs 
Risk sharing 
Smooth project administration 
Sufficient resources  
Team & work visibility 
Team involvement in work 
Team member support & cooperation 
Unified team environment 
Upper mgmt endorsement of pm leadership 
Upper management support of work 
Winning team image & attitude 
Project team is shielded from: 
Conflict and power struggles 
Excessive pressures & changes 
Organizational instability 
Organizational tension & politics 
Unrealistic requirements 
The data were obtained from three sources, questionnaires, participant observation and in-depth 
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retrospective interviewing, as discussed in the previous section. Content Analysis and other standard 
statistical methods, especially Kendall's Tau rank-order correlation, were used to summarize the survey 
data, as shown in the correlation tables of this paper. The agreement among the various populations was 
tested using Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance by ranks. 
3. Results 
3.1. Observations 
Table 1 summarizes the basic components of commitment in complex project environments. Using 
content analysis of the survey data, from the three sources (1) interviews, (2) questionnaires and (3) 
observations, Table 1 identifies the most common components that support and drive individual, as well 
as team commitment. The data are organized into two categories: primary drivers and secondary or 
derivative drivers. Primary Drivers were obtained during the interviews with project leaders and team 
members by asking “what conditions in the team environment are important for getting individual or 
collective team member commitment?” To learn about Secondary Drivers, we ask “for the conditions just 
identified, what is necessary, in terms of leadership and organizational support, to create these 
conditions?” While the primary conditions are rank-ordered by frequency of being mentioned, the 
secondary conditions are just being listed alphabetically. The alphabetical listing seem to be the best 
option to avoid false rank-order representation, given the subtitle connections between primary and 
secondary frequencies and some other interview related issues. The significance of listing both primary 
and secondary conditions is to show some of the depth and breadth that lies behind the criteria that drive 
or hinder commitment. Further, it shows that primary conditions cannot be created in isolation, but must 
be carefully “cultivated and earned.” Hence, the primary drivers to commitment, such as trust, respect and 
credibility are only derivatives of a much larger set of conditions that must be present to develop the 
principle or primary drivers. Another interesting finding is the discrepancy between team leader and team 
member responses. Team members identified at a 100% higher frequency (twice as often) the importance 
of trust, respect, credibility, accomplishments, recognition and probability of success, than their team 
leaders. Interestingly, these were also the conditions that were identified in the correlation analysis of this 
study (cf Tables 2 through 6) as the strongest drivers toward gaining and sustaining commitment. In 
addition, we noticed that only few of the project leaders are sufficiently familiar with the broad spectrum 
of components that support or hinder team commitment which suggests that many of these managers 
might not be effective in applying commitment processes in their organizations. On average, less than 
one-third of the project leaders interviewed could name more than half of the components shown in 
Table 1. All of this might explain, at least in part, why many project leaders have difficulties getting 
commitment from their multidisciplinary teams. Obviously, understanding these drivers, their sources and 
secondary influence factors, is an important prerequisite for gaining and maintaining commitment from 
the team, and hence a critical success factor for leading project teams effectively toward desired results. 
3.2. Statistical tests 
Many observations from this study are pointing at the importance of a workable plan and “can-do” 
project situation that is reasonably low on risk, anxiety and interpersonal conflict, as conducive conditions 
for team commitment and high project performance. Equally important seems to be interesting, 
professionally stimulating work which is high on recognition, accomplishments and management 
involvement. These conditions seem to affect motivation of individual team members toward 
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participation in the project and the desire to achieve the necessary results. They also have favorable 
effects on team spirit, team unification, cross-functional communications, and other components that 
ultimately support the ability to gain and sustain commitment. These conditions seem to be especially 
critical for maintaining commitment in situations involving stretch goals. However, more rigorous 
statistical tests had to be performed before conclusions could be drawn. Tables 2 through 6 summarize the 
results of a Kendall Tau analysis, measuring the association among variables of the work environment, 
leadership style, commitment and project performance. The results show indeed that those conditions, 
which are conducive to risk reduction and a professionally stimulating work environment, also lead to 
higher levels of (1) initial commitment and (2) sustained commitment. The same conditions also correlate 
strongly to (3) team performance and (4) an image of project success. 
The strength of variables displayed in Tables 2 through 6 has been measured with descriptive 
statements on a 5-point Likert scale: (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neutral, (4) agree, and (5) 
strongly agree, unless indicated differently (i.e., project size and duration). The agreement/disagreement 
judgment on these descriptive statements was made by [T] team members, [PM] project managers or 
team leaders, or [SM] senior management, as indicated. Inputs were solicited from the individuals who 
could most appropriately judge the variable under investigation. For example, team members were asked 
to judge the quality of the work environment, such as communication effectiveness and leadership, senior 
management was asked to judge the level of team performance and project success, while both senior 
management and project managers judged the team’s commitment level. To break down the complexity, 
the statistical data has been divided into the five tables, showing project-related variables (Table 2), team-
related variables (Table 3), team leader-related variables (Table 4), leadership style-related variables 
(Table 5), and benefit/reward-related variables (Table 6). 
 
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation of Project-Related Variables and Commitment 
Variables 
(Grouped by Categories) 
Mean 
μ 
s.d 
. 
1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.9 7.0 8.0 9.0 10. 
1.0 Project [T, PM, SM]                
1.1 Importance 3.2 .5 1.0             
1.2 State-of-the-art 3.1 .6 .37 1.0            
1.3 Size (relative to others) 3.4 .7 .04 -.05 1.0           
1.4 Duration (yrs) .85 .4 .22 .04 .57 1.0          
1.5 Success image 4.3 .5 .35 .18 .21 -.08 1.0         
1.6 Complexity 4.2 .4 .08 .02 .27 .20 -.07 1.0        
1.7 Uncertainties, risk  2.8 1.6 -.17 .20 .07 .11 -.37 .10 1.0       
1.8 Interruptions & changes 2.1 1.1 -39 .18 .15 .17 -.43 .21 .54 1.0      
1.9 Professionally interesting 3.7 .7 .41 .37 .33 -09 .35 .33 -.18 -.23 1.0     
7.0 Initial Commitment [PM, SM] 3.9 1.0 .39 .27 .05 .14 .39 .33 -.55 -.33 .40 1.0    
8.0 Sustained Commitmt [PM, SM] 3.1 .7 .42 .20 .12 -.22 .31 .26 -.65 -.38 .42 .38 1.0   
9.0 Proj Team Performance [SM] 4.0 .5 .30 .15 .00 .05 .40 .06 .15 -.28 .33 .35 .45 1.0  
10. Project Success Projection [SM] 4.2 .3 .25 -.22 -.11 -.24 .32 .20 -.45 -.20 .41 .28 .49 .65 1.0 
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As indicated by the strong positive correlation, conditions that create a favourable image of the project, 
enhance the projection of success, or fulfil professional esteem needs, seem to have a particularly favourable 
influence on the ability to obtain and sustain commitment from team members. These are also the conditions 
that produce the highest level of team performance and project success. The four most significant sets of 
associations are: (1) ability to minimize risks of project failure and uncertainties [Table 2,  =.55 & .65]; (2) 
ability to develop clear agreed-on plans with measurable milestones [Table 5,  =.62, .55, .78, .55, .37 & .40]; 
(3) ability to foster a professionally stimulating and challenging work environment that is high on recognition 
of accomplishments, and opportunities for skill enhancement and career development [Table 6,  =.43, .47, 
.47, .49, .45, .47 & .38], also low on conflict, effective in communications, and high on team morale and spirit 
[Table 2,  =.43, .48, .38, .42 & .34]; and (4) team leader’s image of a sound experienced project manager 
who enjoys the trust, respect and credibility of the team and senior management [Table 4,  =.37, .55, .43, .51, 
.45 & .40]. Many of the factors that correlate favorably to commitment and team performance appear to deal 
favorably with the integration of team member’s personal goals and needs with the project goals. In this 
context, these more subtle factors seem to become catalysts for cross-functional communications, information 
sharing, and ultimate integration of the project team with focus on desired results. All associations shown as 
“most significant” (bold italics), have p-values of p=.01 or better. The implications and lessons learned from 
the broader context of this field study are summarized in the next section. 
 
Table 3. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation of Team-Related Variables and Commitment 
Variables 
(Grouped by Categories) 
Mean 
μ 
s.d 
. 
2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.6 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 
2.0 Team Members [T]             
2.1 Co-located 3.7 .9 1.0          
2.2 Low conflict 3.9 1.4 .21 1.0         
2.3 Effective communications 4.2 .8 .24 .27 1.0        
2.4 Competency 3.6 .7 -08 .13 .20 1.0       
2.5 Self-directed 3.4 .8 .08 -15 .26 -.04 1.0      
2.6 Moral & team spirit 4.1 .8 .30 .17 .32 .29 .24 1.0     
7.0 Initial Commitment [PM, SM] 3.9 1.0 .28 .43 .38 .24 -08 .11 1.0    
8.0 Sustained Commitmt [PM, SM] 3.1 .7 .31 .48 .42 -.37 -09 .34 .38 1.0   
9.0 Proj Team Performance [SM] 4.0 .5 .03 .19 .32 .55 .13 .38 .35 .45 1.0  
10. Project Success Projection [SM] 4.2 .3 -.07 .20 -.27 .50 .07 .22 .28 .49 .65 1.0 
All variables were measured with descriptive statements on a 5-point Likert scale: (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neutral, (4) 
agree, (5) strongly agree. Some variables were measures on an absolute scale as notes. --- Statements were judge by [T] team 
members, [PM] project managers or team leaders, [SM] senior management, as indicated. --- Statistical Significance: p=.10 ( .20), 
p=.05 ( .31), p=.01 ( .36); correlation of p=.01 or stronger are marked in bold italics. 
4. Discussion and implications  
Project managers in our study point out consistently that for today's complex and technology-based 
undertakings, success is no longer the result of a few expert contributors and skilled project leaders. 
Rather, project success depends on effective multidisciplinary collaborative efforts, involving teams of 
people and support organizations interacting in a highly complex, intricate, and sometimes even chaotic 
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way. This is especially true for multinational efforts with widely distributed power and resources, and 
managerial controls that can no longer be directed top-down, but must be shared among team leaders at 
the local level. This is a process that requires experiential learning, trial and error, risk taking, as well as 
the cross-functional coordination and integration of technical knowledge, information and components.  
 
Table 4. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation of Team Leader Related Variables and Commitment 
Variables 
(Grouped by Categories) 
Mean 
μ 
s.d 
. 
3.1 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.6 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 
3.0 Team Leader [T]             
3.1 Tenure with team (yrs) .8 .3 1.0          
3.2 PM experience (yrs) 4.2 1.8 .09 1.0         
3.3 Trust 4.3 .3 .34 .22 1.0        
3.4 Respect & credibility 4.2 .5 .20 .12 .67 1.0       
3.5 Liked by team members 4.1 .4 .08 -12 .57 .22 1.0      
3.6 Gender (F=0, M=10) 8.3 --- .03 .29 .12 .10 -09 1.0     
7.0 Initial Commitment [PM, SM] 3.9 1.0 .21 .37 .55 .51 .40 .10 1.0    
8.0 Sustained Commitment [PM, SM] 3.1 .7 .15 .35 .43 .45 .27 -.15 .38 1.0   
9.0 Project Team Performance [SM] 4.0 .5 .10 .25 .32 .17 .20 .01 .35 .45 1.0  
10. Project Success Projection [SM] 4.2 .3 .12 .31 -.15 .15 .10 .12 .28 .49 .65 1.0 
 
Table 5. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation of Leadership Style Variables and Commitment 
Variables 
(Grouped by Categories) 
Mean
μ 
s.d 
. 
4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.7 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 
4.0 Team Leadership Style [T]              
4.1 Clear plan & objectives 3.2 .8 1.0           
4.2 Agreement on p-plan 2.7 .8 .45 1.0          
4.3 Regular reviews 4.2 .3 .11 .03 1.0         
4.4 Measurable milestones 3.7 .7 .23 .33 .43 1.0        
4.5 Resolves technical problems 2.6 .8 .05 .22 .33 .51 1.0       
4.6 Resolves conflict 2.1 1.3 .35 .09 .46 .37 .32 1.0      
4.7 Good leadership 4.1 .3 .27 .20 .18 .23 .21 .39 1.0     
7.0 Initial Commitment [PM, SM] 3.9 1.0 .62 .78 .28 .37 .30 .60 .43 1.0    
8.0 Sustained Commitment [PM, SM] 3.1 .7 .55 .55 .38 .40 .42 -.62 .49 .38 1.0   
9.0 Project Team Performance [SM] 4.0 .5 .30 .17 .37 .31 .24 .20 .39 .35 .45 1.0  
10. Project Success Projection [SM] 4.2 .3 .39 .05 .42 .27 .33 .31 .22 .28 .49 .65 1.0 
Yet, in spite of all of these challenges, many project teams work highly effective, producing great 
results within agreed-on budget and schedule constraints. This suggests that even complex, multinational 
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and technology-based projects can be managed toward agreed-on results, given the right team 
environment. Commitment to desired results appears to be one of the characteristic that high-performing 
project teams have in common. 
Taken in the broader context of this field study, the findings provide some answers to the two research 
questions posted earlier regarding the influence of team leadership and organizational environment on 
commitment and project performance as summarized below.  
 
Table 6. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation of Team Benefit-Related Variables and Commitment 
Variables 
(Grouped by Categories) 
Mean 
μ 
s.d 
. 
5.1 5.2 5.3 5.4 5.5 5.6 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 
5.0 Benefit of Participation [T]             
5.1 Monetary benefit 1.7 .6 1.0          
5.2 Recognition 4.1 .3 .29 1.0         
5.3 Career development 3.9 .8 .16 .41 1.0        
5.4 Professionally stimulating 4.2 .4 -09 .55 .29 1.0       
5.5 Skill enhancement 4.3 .7 .03 .34 .09 .31 1.0      
5.6 Job security 2.6 .9 -16 .33 .34 .34 .38 1.0     
7.0 Initial Commitment [PM, SM] 3.9 1.0 .38 .47 .38 .45 .32 .29 1.0    
8.0 Sustained Commitment [PM, SM] 3.1 .7 .20 .49 .25 .47 .20 .09 .38 1.0   
9.0 Project Team Performance [SM] 4.0 .5 .12 .36 .21 .39 .20 -.11 .35 .45 1.0  
10. Project Success Projection [SM] 4.2 .3 .18 .33 .13 .38 .08 -08 .28 .49 .65 1.0 
All variables were measured with descriptive statements on a 5-point Likert scale: (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neutral, (4) 
agree, (5) strongly agree. Some variables were measures on an absolute scale as notes. --- Statements were judge by [T] team 
members, [PM] project managers or team leaders, [SM] senior management, as indicated. --- Statistical Significance: p=.10 ( .20), 
p=.05 ( .31), p=.01 ( .36); correlation of p=.01 or stronger are marked in bold italics. 
4.1. People-oriented influences and lessons for effective team leadership 
Factors that satisfy professional interests and needs seem to have the strongest effect on the ability to 
obtain commitment and eventually sustain it over the project lifecycle. The most significant drivers are 
derived from the work itself, including personal interest, pride and satisfaction with the work, 
professional work challenge, accomplishments and recognition, as well as the trust, respect and credibility 
placed in the team leader. Other important influences include effective communications among team 
members and support units across organizational lines; good team spirit, mutual trust, low interpersonal 
conflict and personal pride, plus opportunities for career development, advancement and, to some degree, 
job security. These conditions serve as bridging mechanisms, helpful in enhancing project performance, 
especially in complex project environments that involve technology and multinational settings. All of 
these factors help in building a unified project team that can leverage the organizational strengths and 
competencies effectively, and produce integrated results that support the organization's mission objective. 
Creating such a climate and culture is challenging, requiring more than technical expertise or good 
leadership, but excellence across a broad range of skills and sophisticated organizational support 
throughout the enterprise, from the top to the “local level” of the multinational team. 
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4.2. Organizational process, tools and techniques 
Successful management of culturally diverse project teams requires a unified managerial process. This 
includes organizational structures and technology transfer processes that relies by-and-large on modern 
project management techniques. While the research did not favor specific project structures and processes 
over others, it specifically pointed at effective project planning and support systems, clear communica-
tion, organizational goals and project objectives, and overall managerial leadership as important 
conditions for effectively gaining and sustaining commitment. An effective project management system 
also includes effective cross-functional support, joint reviews and performance appraisals, and the 
availability of the necessary resources, skills and facilities. Other crucial components that affect the 
organizational process and ultimately commitment, are team structure, managerial power, and its sharing 
among the team members and organizational units, autonomy and freedom, and most importantly 
technical direction and leadership. This requires a skillfully designed management system with enough 
flexibility and adaptability to local leadership while functioning consistently within established organi-
zational norms and cultures. This is a big challenge for multinational companies which requires resources 
and senior management toward the development of a unified multinational work process. Focus groups, 
organizational studies, internal and external consultants, process action teams, professional training and 
teambuilding sessions, all are powerful tools for unifying the work flow and managing process. 
Many of the variables related to organizational process are primarily under the control of senior 
management. They affect organizational stability, resource availability, management involvement and 
support, personal rewards, organizational goals, objectives and priorities, all having a direct effect on 
commitment. Hence, it is important for management to understand the personal and professional needs 
and wants of their team members, and to foster an organizational environment conducive to these needs. 
Proper communications of organizational vision, mutual trust, respect and credibility, all are critical 
factors toward building an effective partnership between the project team, its management and sponsor 
organization.  
4.3. Work and task related influences 
Commitment also has its locus in the work itself. This is highlighted in Tables 2 through 6. The 
statistical tests, supported by interviews and observations clearly shows that those variables associated 
with the personal aspects of work - such as interest in the project, ability to solve problems, minimize 
risks and uncertainties, job skills and experience - are statistically significant in driving commitment. On 
the other side many “structural” variables, such as project size, complexity and work process, had no 
statistically significance for gaining or sustaining commitment. The managerial significance of this 
finding is in two areas. First, project leaders must be able to attract and hold people with the right skill 
sets, appropriate for the work to be performed. They must also invest in maintaining and upgrading job 
skill, and support systems. Secondly, managers must effectively partition and assign the work. That is, 
while the total task structure and the development process is fixed and more difficult to change, the way 
managers distribute, assign and present the work is flexible. Therefore, promoting a climate of high 
interest, involvement and support might be easier to achieve than redefining the project or reengineering 
the work process, yet might have a higher impact on the commitment process. 
5. Conclusion 
Taken together, the effective team leader is a social architect who understands the interaction of 
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organizational and behavioral variables and can foster a climate of active and desired participation, high 
on intrinsic rewards and probability of success, but low on anxieties and dysfunctional conflict. This 
requires carefully developed skills in leadership, administration, organization, and technical expertise. It 
further requires the project leader’s ability to involve top management, to ensure organizational visibility, 
resource availability and overall support for the project throughout its life cycle. 
Building commitment requires a leadership style that relies, to a large degree, on shared power and 
earned authority. By understanding the criteria and organizational dynamics that drive people toward 
commitment, managers can examine and fine-tune the work environment and leadership style. Team 
leaders can also build alliances with support organizations and upper management to assure organizational 
visibility, priority, resource availability, and overall support for the project and its people throughout its life 
cycle. These are some of the important criteria for gaining and sustaining commitment with project teams and 
other stakeholders of new product developments and their broader project environments. 
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